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~e: Remedial Investigation Report Comments - American Chemical 
Services NPL Site - Griffith, Indiana 

fJear Dr. Vaqt: 

~nclosed as Attachment 1, you will find compiled eo~ents from o.s. 
~PA, IDEM, U.s. Fish ' Wildlife service and Weston Inc. on the 
Acerican Chemical Services Remedial Investiqation Report submitted 
to u.s. EPA in final for~ on January 31, 1991. Accordin9 to tne 
Consent Order for this site, you have thirty l30) days from your 
~eceipt of these comments to revise the doc~.ents. 

Of· particular importance in the comment package is a tour pave 
~eq:ent titled Bxample Analysis Lor Ecological AssessmQnt. Th1s 
Aeq:ent ot the comment package is intended to provide an example o!· 
What the Region expects 1 ·va e lo ical assessment. 
''lease have your r s assessors review this ex~ple analys s, and 
then contact me with a data tor u.s. EPA representatives and Warzyn 
t.o meet. The agenda o~ the meeting will })e to provide Warzy .. 
~'nough insight on what the Region expects in an acceptabl.._ 
•ccloqical assessment. 

lt you have any questions concerning the enclos•d comment packaqe, 
•'lease contact me at (312) 886-5116. 

~incerely, 

--~-<~ tC /A 
~.:)bert E. Svala 
~emedial Project Manaqer 

}~closure 

~c: Kevin Oomack, Warzyn-Madison vfenclosure 
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of the risk calculation. Obviously, if the site had been remediated, we would not need to do a Baseline Risk Assess~ent to evaluate risks troa currant or future land use. ~his bullet i• misleading ana should be deleted. 
201. Section 7.2, Paqe SO 

General Comments 

This ecological assessment is a qualitative assessment of tha actual or potential ecological blpacta ot the site. If a qualitative ecoloqical assessment is the objective of the work plan, this task has been completed. 
One major problem found in the report was the inconsistency in measurement units (e.q., ailli9rams versus micrograms). Because of this, inappropriate conclusion• are drawn in the -- report. In addition, the conceptual aodel descri~ing potential ecological exposure pathways is incomplete and needs to be expanded. Conclusions c:annot be drawn concerning the potential ecoloqical impact of the site until •ediment quality criteria are obtained, and other corrections are made. 

202. section 7. 2, Paqe so - Other aanuals are available tor fU!dance on ecoloqical assessment•, ~1ough not as recent as the Risk Assessment Guidanae ror Superfund • Volume II -Environmental Hanual (V.S. BPA, %989), including: 
• U.s. EPA. 1986. Ecological Risk Assessment. Office of Pesticides Program. waahin;ton, D.c. EPA-!40/9-85-001. 
• u.s. EPA. 1989. Ecological Assessment oL Hazardous waste sites. A F1eld and Laboratory Reference. Environmental Research Laboratory. corvallj•, Oregon. EPA/600/3•89/0lJ. 

• Oak Ridqe National Laboratory. 1986. User's Manual Lor Ecological R!sk Asgessmant. Eds. L.W. Barnthouse and G. W. Suter II. Prepared !or U.s. EPA, Interaqency A;reement No. DW8993 0292-01-0. 

203. section 7.2.1, Page 51 - Future site ecoloqical risks should · be assessed as well. 

,V204. Section 7.2.2, Paqe S2, Paraqraph 2, Line 4 -Should use lo'Wer case 11 S" fer the •ord Sites. 
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Example Analysis for Ecologica1 Assessment 
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In the Remedial Invastivation Report for the ACS-NPL site, three 
types of habitats are described. TWo wetland area• occur on the 
•ite, and are described in a wetland delineation done by the OSFWS 
as havinq biqh natural resource value due t.o the diversity of 
habitat types. In the northwest comer of the aite is a aatura oak 
hardwood stand, and the inactive landfill and part of the otf•sita 
containment area provide •oma field (grassland) habitat. 

'l'ha Remedial Investigation statu that the ACS watershed is 
hydroloqically isolated. Watar sources are primarily from 
precipitation vithin the watershed, and most discharge is through 
evapotranspiration and infiltration. Prior to the early 1180's, 
surface water flowed through a drainage ditch an~ discharged to a 
wetland south ct the active landfill area. 'rhe landfill has 
expanded, and this ditch ·is dawatered and no lonqer acts as a 
surface water runoff route. A ditch vest cf tb• off-site 
containment area is a surface water flow path which drains toward 
the landfill axcavation. Groundwater discharges into the latter 
drainaqe ditch and into Watland I. 

Most ct the surface drainages descrillad are ephemeral ditches. ,.. 
Based on the density of cattails around it, a ditch through Watland· 
I appears to contain water much of the year. Pish and Wildlife 
Service has reported fish are present in this ditch~ 

Permanent ponds on the aita include a fire pond and process laqoon 
on the Acs property and a disposal cell at the landfill. The ACS 
plant ponds do not provide aquatic habitat :becausa of their 
industrial use. Water is continually :baing pumped tram the 
disposal cell on the landfill in anticipation of future use. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service delineated and described two wetland 
araas in the Site watershed. The northern wetland, desiqnated 
Wetland I, is approximately 20 acres, whila Watland II, located 
south of the Chesapeake and Ohio railroad tracks, is approximately 
5 acres. The wetland communities are described in the RI report. 

Mature oak forests are located on the western and northeastern 
corners and on the eastern side of the site. 'rhe perimeter of the 
woods includes species typical of disturbed areas, such aa 
cottonwoods, aspens and sumacs. The inactive landfill and parts of 
the otf-sita containment area provide acma field (CJrassland) 
habitat. 'l'ha remaininq terrestrial areas are developed or are 
devoid of veqetation. 
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Sasa~ en the types o! habitat present en site, the followin9 specie 
was evaluated for potential risks: min~. Mink was evaluated due 
to the type of habitat existinCJ at the aita &rid due to its 
sensitivity to the organic contaminants at the site. Weasels would 
also be included in this type of evaluation. 

Contaminants of ecological concern are those detected in 
environmental media of the habitats on-site. These habitats, and 
environmental me~ia which are aampled, include: 

Wetland surface water• and ••diments 
Drainage ditch surface waters and •ediments 
Soils fro~ the Cff-site containment area 

Cbemicals of concern !or terrestrial habitats ara considered to be 
_ those chemicals found in shallow soils ( < .t feet depth) • Chemicals 

found in deeper soils are generally not readily available to 
bioloqical communities. However, aiqration of contamination to tbe 
qroundwater has occurred on-aita, and there is groundwater 
discharqe into Watland I. Risk calculations will be done usin9 
concentrations found in shallow aoils, and also assumini potential 
axposura to maxi1:2um concentrations found in daeper soils via 
qroundwater dischar9e. 

Contaminants of acoloqical concern are listed in Table 7•39 of the 
RI Baseline Risk Assessment. Background for orqanic contaminants 
and tor metals in surface \latera is consic!ared to be zero. 
Back9rounct concentrations for metals in soil• are included in Table 
7-39. 

PCB values used ara !or total Arochlors. Seven of the metals found 
in surface waters exceeded either acute or chronic u.s EPA Ambient 

'-...-' Water Quali~y Criteria (AWQC). 'the Remedial Investigation did not 
address metal levels as it atatad that the highest metal 
concant~ations found in sediments were for metals whiCh &re 
considered essential plant nutrients. However, nonessential trace 
Detals can ba toxic at much lower levels (Eialer 1985). Because of 
a lack of data, this risk assessment will be conservative. Maximu~ 
contaminant concentrations found on-sita will be used as exposure 
levels, and 100• availability of contaminants will be asswned. One 
aethod used to determine availability of conteinants in •edimanta, 
the Equilibrium Partitioninq approach (U.S. EPA 1988), uses the 
amount of a substance bound by sediments (unavailable) and the 
concentration in tha interstitial water (available). This ratio 
depends on CJrain •ize and total or9anic car~cn (TOC1 content, which 
~ere not measured for sediment samples from this • te. Therefora, 
100% availability will be used. 
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The contaminants used in this assessment ware chosen tor the 

followinq reasons: 
They are compounds which bioaccumulate in the food chain--PCBs 

and cadmium (Eisler 1986, Hammons et al. 1978). Data is available en which assumptions about contaminant 

exposure of an orqanism via uptake through food items can be 

based. 

Literature values are available to determine concentrations 

above which exposure poses a risk to an organism. 
~he home range ot a mink is approximately 20 acres (Linscombe et 

al. 1g&2), and the araa of Wetland I en the ACS site is 29 acres. 

Calculated doses are aultipliad by an area use factor to weight the 

estimated dose by the proportion ot time the animal is expected to 

use the contaminated resource relative to its home ran9e. The 

assumption is made that habitat on the home ranqa is bomoqaneous, 

and that the animal spends an equal amount cf time 1n each portion 

ot the ranqa. Since Wetland I is larqer than the average home 

range for aink, the area use factor is 100,. Therefore, 100' of 

the diet will be consumed in the contaminated ~etlands on the ACS 

site. 

· To determine risk due to ingestion of contaminated prey, a 

contaminant concentration in the pray is needed. Mink teed en 

Jmall mammals, crayfish, fish and amphillians. For PCBs, tha 

bicaccumulation factor (BAF) for •mall mammals is o.07 (Charters 

1991), for crayfish~· 5.1, tor troqa is 0.22 (Charters 1991), and 

tor freshwater fish (fathead minnows) is 325,500. Bioaccumulation 

data are from u.s. EPA AWQC documents tor specific ch~icals unless 

stated otherwise. The IAF tor the terrestrial •peciea above are 

conservative as they incorporate soil orqanic content, whareaa tor 

this •ita it is assumacl TOC is zero and availability ia lOOt. 

\ssuminq each of the above 8pec1es represents an equal portion of 

~he mink's diet, the contaminant dose tor PCBs is: 
~be sum ot l Concentration ot PCBs in •oil/surface water (ppm) * 
AF/ECT tor tha pray apecias * % of diet, which equals: 
500)(0.01)(.25)+(.00084)(5.1)(.25)+(500)(0.22)(.25)+(.00084)(225 

'00)(.2!) • 83.! ppm 
,r protection ot mink, the maximu-m permissible tissue 

•ncentration of their diet is 0.64 mq/k9 (Plantonow and Xarstaa 

73). Based on the calculated dose, this diet was considered a 

sk for mink. 

j 
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For cadmium, the BAF tor craytiah is 184, tor frogs is 130, and for 
freshwater fish is 2213. Tha calculated dose ia: 
(.00072) (184) (.33)+(159) (130) (.33)+(.00072) (2213) (.33) •6821.7ppm 
For mammals, the dietary level of cadmium ))elow which chronic effects should not occur is 100 ppb (Eisler 1985). Exposure from this diet is considered a risk to mink. 


